The article aims at providing characterisation of social venture capital in Europe. The introductory part of the contribution deals with its origins and classification. The attention is devoted to various factors that have led to emergence of SVC such as existence of market gap, global crisis, monetary policy, disintermediation and financial innovations. The article also emphasises the fact that there is no unified market and, moreover, that the boundaries between social institution and traditional investors are becoming blurry. The main contribution of this article is to characterise the current state and to describe the latest development of SVC in Europe. The focus of analysis was aimed at defining the investment focus, priorities and resources of SVC. Western Europe is the main target region of SVC during all examined period, followed by Africa and Asia. In all years, top financial beneficiaries are people suffering from poverty followed by children and youth. Amongst the top five targeted beneficiaries are also people with disabilities, unemployed people and women. Whilst trend in geographical focus and financial beneficiaries is stable, focus in investment sector changes over time. Financial inclusion alongside with economic and social development currently represents top sectors that attract more than half of total investments in 2017-2018. At the same time, SVC is becoming more attractive to investors in Europe what confirms the fact that the number of organisation is rising alongside with their budgets.
Introduction
Social venture capital can be described as an alternative to venture capital, which aims to support social enterprise. Whilst the focus of traditional venture capital is to invest in enterprises that have potential to maximise the financial return; the purpose of social venture capital is to support those enterprises that aim at maximise positive social impact. The SVC usually provides not only financial resources but also value-added activities to social enterprises in order to build a self-sufficient company with a long-term positive effect on society (Letts et al., 1997) . Access to network, management support and technological support are common value-added activities. It is also important to say that investors in SVC can focus on the pursuit of economic return too when it is in combination with social return. According to Scarlata (2012) , high engagement is typical for social investment; therefore, providing non-financial support alongside with financial one is the excellent way to be highly engaged.
The origin of SVC can be characterised in various ways. Greenfeld et al (2000) , for instance, stated that many current millionaires and billionaires who have earned their wealth by successful business in technological or innovative industry apply their skills and experiences on philanthropy. From macroeconomic perspective, the establishment of SVC can be explained by various factors, namely, social, economic and political. In general, the emergence of any new player in entrepreneurial finance can be explained by the existence of market gap; therefore, we can distinguish between supply-side and demand-side factors.
Global crisis in 2008 is reasonably considered the most significant supply-side factor. On one side, the intensified bank regulation caused small companies' financing more difficult, because banks introduced various risk measures. Moreover, innovative firms have had problem to provide collateral. Therefore, the standard external financing through bank loans began unachievable for many companies. On the other side, monetary policy aimed to stimulate economic activity by cutting the interest rates. These situations results in the willingness of investors to search for another investment opportunities. Foundation of different types of funds was natural answer. Social venture capital is one of them.
The most relevant demand-side factors that influenced the creation of SVC are product-market-related factor and disintermediation. Globalisation of product markets jointly with rise of the Internet and social networks created the environment where one company can achieve monopolistic position. In such corporate environment, access to network is extremely beneficial. Disintermediation and financial innovations allow to eliminate intermediaries, so the investors or social venture capitalists can directly meet with the entrepreneurs (Block, 2018) .
On the basis of the above, it is clear that the importance of SVC has been growing in corporate sector over the past decade. In addition, according to Bornstein (2004) and Nicholls (2010b) , SVC has become examined in academic sector, too. They described it as a new model for sustainable social change. Bovaird (2006) considered SVC to be the solution for government failures in social area. Prahalad (2005) claimed that SVC tries to solve the most important social problems, namely, hunger, diseases and lack of education. An advantage is that social venture capitalists run new business model with extremely lean and effective management. Summarisingly, an increasing body of research is focused on the definition of SVC as well as on the characterisation of its intention.
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Review of the literature A SVC is described by Nicholls (2010) as any form of enterprise established by individual, company or even network that focuses on creation of social values. Specifically, it aims to solve problems with unequal distribution or shortage of incomes or goods. SVC can also be described as a new innovative model that focuses on providing stable funding, capacity and networking for companies that generate social impact (EVPA, 2018) . Robinson (2006) claimed that business became social when economically sustainable enterprises create social values by adopting suitable market approaches. Therefore, it is not limited to certain legal form -social businesses can be legally structured as non-profit and also as profitable businesses. However, legal form is crucial when social organisation needs external financing. Non-profit organisations have difficulties in gaining bank loans. Lack of assets that can be used as collateral, lack of experience with external financing and organisational structure are the main reasons why banks usually rejected the loan (Miller, 2008) .
SVC is developed mainly in Europe and in the United States and is much less in other regions. The association that empowers social ventures in the United States is called National Venture Capital Association (NVCA). NVCA not only serves its members but also tries to provide information about venture philanthropy to policy makers in order to create laws and regulations to support society. The organisation that deals with social capital in Europe is called European Venture Philanthropy Association (EVPA). It defines social venture capital as an enterprise approach to tackling social problems through investment, supporting the creation and the expansion of commercially sustainable enterprises to maximise social and financial returns. In developing countries, this approach is used to create jobs and empower the poor (EVPA, 2018). It was established in 2004 and currently lists member organisations from 35 different countries (not only European ones) with various geographical focuses. The members have different types of organisations such as academic or research organisations, corporations, family offices and individuals, financial institutions, foundations, government or government-related organisations, incubators, accelerators, service providers, charity, fund or media.
EVPA also organises various events in order to support networking and learning. These webinars and courses are for both members and non-members. The aim is to raise positive social impact through management training, employee engagement as well as by improving access to funding for individual philanthropist by helping them to understand challenges and opportunities. As mentioned above, high engagement is typical for social investment as well as crucial, mainly during early stage. Therefore, SVCs usually provide following non-financial support activities to their investees: strategic support, theory of change, revenue strategy, human capital support, governance support, financial management, fundraising, operational support and technical assistance in specialist areas. Amongst ways, how they deliver non-financial support belongs coaching and mentoring, access to network, trainings and workshops, taking a seat on the board, externalising and conferences and external events.
Classification of svc
The boundaries between social institution and traditional investors are blurry. Nichols (2010) stated that the limiting line can be distinguished based on two criteria: investment logic and investor rationalities. Logic refers to consequences of a particular invested capital, and rationalities refer to intention of the given capital. Emerson (2000) claimed that all investments create some combination of social and economic return; therefore, he classified investments into three categories: (1) those that follow mainly social return, (2) those that seek only economic WSB Journal of Business and Finance, Vol. 53, No.2 return and (3) those that pursue the combination of both. Considering the fact that SVC aims at creation of social values, SVC can be only type 1 and 3. Figure 1 shows different types of companies. Type 1 primary aiming at creating social value is on the left side, type 3 is in the middle and type 2 is on the right side. Besides investment logic and investor rationalities, the investor level of engagement should be incorporated. Figure 2 describes four types of investment models based on level of engagement and investment logic. The organisations with high investor engagement are philanthropic/social venture capital and venture capital. Whilst social venture capital is oriented at social value creation, venture capital is oriented only on financial value maximisation. Investment models with low engagement are either traditional grant making or banking. Grant making provides social values, and banking is focused on economic return (Scarlata et al, 2012) .
Measurements and data
As there is no unified market for social investments, it is relatively difficult to measure the data. It is also important to note that boundaries between philanthropic institutions and classic investors are becoming even less clear. On one hand, the traditional social institutions such as foundations have started to expand their activities in order to achieve greater social impact, for instance, by using equity. On the other hand, classic investors are becoming to be interested in social impact of their business; for instance, they usually try to change at least some parts of their portfolio into more sustainable investments.
In Europe, since 2011, the EVPA is the main provider of data related to social venture. The respondents of their survey must be primarily oriented on achieving social impact. Thus, EVPA is focused on organisations that can be considered as a core of the social investment sector. The article is based on surveys conducted via EVPA during 2011-2018. The samples in each year slightly vary in number of answers. The questioned organisations are all based in Europe, but their activity may take place in other continents too.
Country of origin
In 2011, the number of all answers was 50, with a large percentage of answers received from the United Kingdom (30%). In 2012, the number of all answers was 61, with the majority of answers received from the United Kingdom, France, Germany and Spain. In 2014, the survey was completed by 95 investors and grand makers with social approach. Similarly, as in the previous year, most of the respondents were based in Western Europe, the top three respondents' countries being the United Kingdom, France and the Netherlands. Figure 2 shows the distribution of answers by country of origin, comparing 2011, 2012, 2013 and 2014. In 2015-2016, the sample became more geographically representative because the total number of countries increased from 18 to 21. Most of the respondents were based in Western Europe. The top three respondent countries were the United Kingdom (17%), the Netherland (13%) and Germany (10%). The sample in 2017-2018 consists of 110 European social investors and grant-makers. In order to ensure the most representative sample, 25 countries, including Russia, Slovenia, Scandinavian Countries and Portugal, were surveyed. The most organisations are founded in Western Europe, whereas the majority of answers were gained from the United Kingdom (20%), Germany (12%), France (11%) and the Netherlands (11%) (Fig 3) . Organisational structure
On the basis of the results of survey, it is clear that in 2017-2018, non-profit structures still dominate, as reported by 62% of questioned organisations. However, there is a decline compared to the past periods. Non-profit organisations include foundations both independent and corporate ones, charities as well as companies with charitable status or not-for-profit company (Fig 4) . Other organisational structures are company, fund management company or multiple structures. If we study organisational structure of surveyed SVC in more detail, it is clear that independent foundations are the most commonly used type during all examined period. The second common structure is company, even though in 2011 it was charity. Fund management company, charity, corporate foundations and company with charitable status are next often used structures. However, frequency of their use changes over time. Multiple structures are almost unused. 
Geographical focus of SVC
The social venture capitalists were questioned about how they divide the amount invested amongst seven macro-regions of the world: Western Europe, Central and Eastern Europe, Africa, Asia, Australia and Oceania, North America and Latin America (Fig 5) . During all examined period, Western Europe followed by Africa are the principal targeted regions. Latin America, North America and Asia have attracted form 1% to 12% during the given period. According to last survey, Western Europe received 54% of total resources invested, but there is 13% decrease with respect to survey conducted in 2015-2016. This relative decrease in amount invested in Western Europe has led to the increase in investments in other regions. Specifically, Africa remains the second most frequently targeted regions, receiving 16%, which is 2% more than previous year. Asia received the greatest increment to 8 percentage points from 6% in 2015-2016 to 14% in 2017-2018. Central Eastern Europe received plus 5 percentage points from 2% in 2015-2016 to 7% in 2017-2018. This situation can also be explained by the fact that, in 2017-2018, more organisations from Central and Eastern Europe countries answer the EVPA survey. Therefore, it is clear that SVC is growing in CEE, too. 
SVC investments by targeted sector
Respondents are also asked about sectors they have invested in the given year. The division of sectors is based on the classification that follows the International Classification of Non-profit Organizations, first introduced by Salamon and Anheier in 1992, later revised by the United Nations in 2006. This classification system has become the standard for research in non-profit sector, and it defines the following sectors:
1. Culture and recreation (culture, arts, sports, other recreation and social clubs) 2. Education and Research (primary school, secondary school and higher school) 3. Health (hospitals, rehabilitation, nursing homes, mental health, crisis intervention) 4. Social services (emergency, relief, income supports, maintenance) 5. Environment (organic, cleantech, animal protection) 6. Development and housing 7. Law, advocacy and politics (civic/advocacy organization, law/legal services, political organisations) 8. Philanthropic intermediaries and voluntarism promotions 9. International (intercultural understanding, development and welfare abroad, providing relief during emergencies) 10. Religion 11. Business and professional associations, unions 12. Not elsewhere classified. Figure 6 describes the value in investments according to sectors during the period 2011 till 2018. Whilst in 2011, amongst the top sectors were Health (27%), Education (21%), Economic and social development (9%) and Environment (9%); the investment focus has been changing. From year 2012 till now, both Health and Education sectors are becoming less interesting for social investors. Instead, Financial inclusion and Economic and Social development are becoming priority.
In 2012, amongst the top sectors were Economic and Social development (26%); Education (14%); Financial inclusion (11%); Law, advocacy and policy (12%); and Health (9%).
In 2013, the situation was quite balanced, because the sectors Education (15%), Environment (14%), Health (13%), Research (13%) and Financial Inclusion (13%) reached very similar rates. In 2014, amongst the top sectors were Economic development (22%), Education (14%), Health (13%) and Research (13%).
The most supported sectors in 2014 were Economic development (22%), Education (14%), Health (13%) and Research (13%). The interesting fact is that the sector Law, advocacy and policy was more than 5% only in 2012. 
SVC by final beneficiaries
As organisations can have more than one targeted beneficiary, they could have chosen multiple answers in the survey. The listed choices are (1) people in poverty, (2) children and youth, (3) people with disabilities, (4) unemployed people, (5) women, (6) migrants, asylum, seekers and/or refugees; (7) elderly people; (8) people with diseases; (9) minority ethnic communities; (10) re-offenders; (11) other beneficiaries. Many SVC do not target one specific group of beneficiaries, therefore they have choose "no set criteria" in questionnaire (Fig 7) .
During the whole examined period, more than one-third of asked SVC choose 'not set criteria'. It is 33% in 2011 and even more in next years (39% and 40%). Most other questioned organisations choose more than one option. The trend is stable. In all years, people suffering from poverty followed by children and youth represent the top final beneficiaries. Amongst the top five targeted beneficiaries are also people with disabilities, unemployed people and women. The categories that represents the highest growth compared periods 2017-2018 and the previous one are migrants (a 13 percentage point increment) and people with diseases (a 10 percentage point increment). 
Investment priorities and organisations' resources
All surveyed organisations are considered as a core of venture philanthropy; therefore, achieving positive social impact on society is their key focus. However, they can also take into consideration financial aspect of their business. Accordingly, the EVPA divides organisations into three categories (Fig 8) :
1. Organisations that seek only social return (group 1) 2. Organisations that seek a social return and accept financial return (group 2) 3. Organisations that seek a financial return alongside with social return (group 3)
Most questioned organisations seek social return and accept financial one (41%). At the same time, 34% of them seek only social return. On the basis of this, it is obvious that 75% of all surveyed organisations seek primarily or only social return. 
Financial instruments used by SVC
In order to gain more detailed understanding of SVC practices, EVPA also researched their capital structure, focusing on the most important financial instruments -grants, debt, equity, hybrid financial instruments and the other financial instruments. The results are presented in Figure 9 as share of given financial instrument to total financial instruments. Therefore, these findings show the proportion, not the size of investments of financial instruments used by the above-mentioned groups of organisations.
The results are quite predictable. Organisations that aim only social return use mostly grants (85%). Debt (10%), equity (2%) and other financial instruments (3%) cover the rest. Organisations in which social return is priority, but financial return is possible, have more diversified mix of financial instruments; however, one-third of them are still grants. Debt (22%) cohere with equity (31%) are other significant part of their capital structure. Hybrid financial instruments create 13%, and other financial instruments create only 1%. Organisations that want financial return alongside with social return still use grants, but they creates only 10% of their capital structure. One-third of their capital structure consists of equity and 27% is debt. Hybrid financial instruments create even 20%, and other financial instruments create 10%. 
Organisations´ budget
According to the EVPA surveys, the average social organisations' budgets are increasing. Although, in previous years, only up to 12% of organisations had budgets higher than 15 million euro, in 2017-2018, even 18% reached this value. Moreover, the share of organisations allocating more than 10 million of euro has increased from 4% in 2015-2016 to 9% in 2017-2018 . At the same time, fewer organisations have the budget in the lowest interval, specifically 47% in 017-2018 compared with 54% in the previous year. This phenomenon can be explained by the fact that SVC industry is becoming more attractive for different types of providers, including public financing institutions, mainstream banks, microfinance institutions, private equity investors, big companies, public financing institutions, foundations and other organisations (fig 10) . sources of funding. Corporations represent 14% of total source of funding, whereas institutional investors represent 8%. When comparing this survey with previous ones, there is increased importance of institutional and individual investors and decrease in sources from government (only 8% in 2017-2018) .
9

Concluding remarks
This study examined social venture capital in Europe in 2011-2018. The analysis was made based on the data provided by European venture philanthropy associations. We were interested in the characterisation of sample, specifically country of origin as well as organisational structure of surveyed institutions. At the same time, we have analysed social investors focus from three different types of views: geographical scope, targeted sector and financial beneficiaries. Then we examined investment priorities of given SVCs and their capital structure.
During all the examined period, the United Kingdom, France, Germany, Switzerland and the Netherlands, represent countries with the highest number of investors and grand-makers with social approach who have completed survey. Later, in 2016, the sample became more geographically representative since more countries were involved in the survey, including Slovenia, Russia, Portugal, Poland, Finland, Croatia, Bulgaria and Bosnia. When we analysed organisational structure, it is clear that non-profit structures dominate the whole time. These include independent foundations, charities, corporate foundations or companies with charitable status. Specifically, the most commonly used organisational structure is independent foundations. On the other hand, second most often used managerial structure is traditional company. The least used arrangement is multiple structures. The frequency of use of other structures changes over time.
When we surveyed the division of investments between seven macro regions of the world (Western Europe, Central and Eastern Europe, Africa, Asia, Australia and Oceania, North America and Latin America), it is obvious that Western Europe followed by Africa are the whole time the main targeted regions. Other regions have gained from 1% to 12%; however, currently, there is a decrease in the amount invested in Western Europe in favour of other regions, mainly Africa, Asia and Central and Eastern Europe.
The second investment intention that has been studied was targeted sector. Sectors were defined according to standard classification for research introduced by Salamon and Anheier in 1992. According to the survey, this investment focus has registered the most significant changes over time. Economic and social developments alongside with Education are the only sectors that have maintained leading positions during the whole examined period. Whilst, in 2011, other top sectors were Health and Environment; later, from 2012, both the sectors became less interesting for social investors, and Health even dropped by 21 percentage points from 27% in 2011 to only 6% in 2017-2018. It is also interesting that, in 2012, Law, advocacy and politics was the highly supported sector, and, later, in 2013 and 2014, Research was the highly supported sector. At present, Financial inclusion is attracting more and more social investments. The focus of social investors towards their Final beneficiaries remains almost unchanged during all examined period. People in poverty followed by children and youth are the most supported recipients. It is also interesting that a large share of provided investments do not have specified intended recipients.
When studying the investment priorities of SVC, we see that 75% of them primarily seek only social return, whereas some of them state that Financial return is possible. Their financial structure corresponds to that. Organisations that aim only social return used mostly grants (85%). Institutions that state that financial return is possible have little more balanced mix of financial instruments, where majority is created by grants (33%), equity (33%) and debt (22%). On the other side, SVCs that seek financial return alongside with social have capital structure more similar to traditional businesses, particularly equity creates 33%, debt 27%, hybrid financial instruments 20% and both grants and other financial instruments 10%.
On the basis of the multiple observations, we can state that SVC has been becoming more attractive in Europe. The total number of respondents increased from 50 in 2011 to 110 in 2017-2018. At the same time, the average budgets are increasing because more organisations (increment by 11 percentage points) have budgets higher than 10 million euro, either in interval 10-15 million or even higher than 15 million. The most common sources of funding are individual investors and income from own endowment or trust. Next important sources are corporation and institutional investors.
Future research might follow several different directions. For instance, it would be interested to compare these results with social investments in the United States according to their NVCA researches.
